
From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Penny Weymiller
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; Stern, Allyn; Werntz, James; FHBC; Landuse; Arnold Appeney; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net;

 Albright, Rick; Virginia Monsisco; Bill Bacon; Gussie Lord; Allnutt, David; Wilson, Wenona; Kelly, Kate; Boyd,
 Andrew; Jill Grant; Woods, Jim; Cohen, Lori; Helm, Nancy; Cliff Merrill; Tim Norman; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Hall,
 Chris; McGown, Michael; Todd, Bill; Dossett, Donald; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues and air monitoring QAPP
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 6:22:48 PM
Attachments: 2015 03 09 Final Pocatello Safety Summit Slides.pptx

Penny:
 
Beth Sheldrake has asked that I respond to the remaining concerns expressed in your e-mail reply to
 her.  I’ve consulted with others at EPA in preparing this response, and am hopeful that it will
 address your concerns.  I’ve taken the liberty to either paraphrase or quote what I understand to be
 your principal concerns, and arranged them thematically. 
 
Total Suspended Particulate Data
 
You objected to Beth’s statement that “EPA does have significant quantitative air monitoring data
 related to FMC cleanup operations.” Your response was to state that:  “This is monitoring for Total
 Suspended Particulate (TSP) using non-FRM methods.  EPA quit using a TSP standard in air quality in
 1987 and went to health-based PM-10 and PM-2.5 standards.  And data is just data; it’s how it’s
 used that matters.”
 
EPA agrees that how data are used matters, and believes that TSP data are of practical value.  At the
 FMC OU, soil chemistry data obtained over several years during the RI/FS were used to derive TSP-
based levels that trigger additional precautions onsite. Data regarding relative Contaminant of
 Concern (COC) concentrations were used to determine levels of TSP which, when observed during
 field operations, could indicate that specific COC concentrations may exceed one-tenth the OSHA
 protective criteria. The real-time TSP data, along with visual observations, are used to identify when
 additional dust prevention/suppression measures are warranted.
 
Filter-Based Air Quality Data
 
Beth pointed out that EPA and the Tribes have been provided filter-based analytical data for
 Cadmium, Phosphorus, Vanadium, Fluoride, and Lead-210 collected during the fall 2014
 construction season.  In response, you stated that :  “One data point is not statistically significant; it
 certainly cannot be used to drive a decision.  Furthermore, what is happening at FMC on relatively
 calm fall days is not representative for spring in SE Idaho, with high winds and after an abnormally
 dry winter.”
 
The filter-based data were obtained from analyses of filters employed at the site between October 4
 and November 11 of 2014.  A single analysis was performed on each filter but that data represented
 particles collected from monitors deployed for more than a month. That time period included a
 mixture of relatively calm and very windy days.  The summary report which describes the analytical
 results and recommendations was submitted concurrently to EPA and the Tribes February 13, 2015.
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WELCOME

Marjo Carpenter

FMC Corporation
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FMC’s Commitment

Robert Forbes

FMC Corporation
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Follow-up on November 20, 2014 

Safety Summit





Contractors and roles

Greg Beck

Parsons
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CONTRACTOR ROLES

Parsons

Construction Manager



CB&I

General Contractor



KW

Site Wide Security and Safety Manager

USC Emergency Response Team

Operations & Maintenance Manager for RCRA ponds



MWH

Supervising Engineering Contractor
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Grading project 
update

Jo Everano

Parsons
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2014 Site-Wide Grading
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2014 Site-Wide Grading

2014 Grading for Stormwater Control and Cap Placement Completed In Following Areas:  

      RA-E South, RA-G South 1 

     and 2, RA-H East, RA-J and Basin 5 



Quantity of Soil and Slag Moved                                   to Grade Site for Capping

1.2 million cubic yards



Approximately 30% of Site-Wide Grading

	Completed
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2015 Site-Wide Grading

2015  Work Tasks:



Complete site-wide grading work in RAs B, C, D, E, F and K (~2.4 million cubic yards)

Prepare RAs for placement of caps 

Raise RCRA and CERCLA groundwater monitoring wells to meet grade





Grading Planned for Completion September 2015
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
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OSHA INSPECTION

Pre-Investigation Conference

OSHA inspector is required to explain the nature and purpose of the inspection.



Limited scope inspections, such as a complaint or accident inspections, cover only those areas or items mentioned in the OSHA complaint form.



Under the law, the inspector cannot release the names of the person(s) filing complaints against the company.  However, the employer can ask whether the complaint was filed by an employee, or an outside party not employed at the workplace. 
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OSHA INSPECTION

Complaints to OSHA 

Workers are being exposed to chemicals – phosphine, elemental phosphorus, heavy metals and radionuclides.  Workers may not be wearing appropriate personal protective equipment.



Workers are not properly trained in Hazard Communication or HAZWOPER (Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response). 
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Safety Programs
update

Mark Smith

KW
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Marcella Wallace

CB&I





OSHA INVESTIGATION - CB&I

Reported Complaint #1 – Employees working on a hazardous waste site while being exposed to chemicals such as phosphine, elemental phosphorous, heavy metals and radionuclides. Employees may not be wearing appropriate personal protective equipment such as respirators.

OSHA FINDING – 

Employees were not being exposed at levels of concern - verified through OSHA sampling.  

Personal protective equipment is being utilized by all employees on site when warranted (i.e. Hotzie use, power washing, and filter maintenance) and level D was found to be adequate for daily activities. 

No OSHA citation issued.





CB&I results negative for airborne contaminants.  
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Complaint #1 – Working on a hazardous waste site while being exposed to chemicals such as phosphine, elemental phosphorous, heavy metals and radionuclides.  Employees may not be wearing appropriate personal protective equipment such as respirators.

OSHA FINDINGS - Employees were not being exposed which was found through OSHA side by side sampling.  Personal protective equipment is being utilized by all employees on site when warranted (i.e. Hotzie use, power washing, and filter maintenance) and level D was found to be adequate for daily activities. 



Complaint #2 – Working on a hazardous waste site while not being properly trained in hazard communications or HAZWOPER.

OSHA FINDINGS – All employees were trained properly in both hazard communications and HAZWOPER.  (we conducted a 40 hrs class for all new employees last year as we are doing this year and all seasoned employees have their training and their refresher is current)



Sampling - All results for CB&I were negative for airborne contaminants sampled.  ( OSHA, Adam Gerson, conducted side by sampling for metals as well, and the results showed no findings/ non-detect of any of the contaminates sampled)

 

The inspection resulted in no citations or penalties for the site, as previously stated
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OSHA INVESTIGATION - CB&I

Reported Complaint #2 – Employees working on a hazardous waste site while not being properly trained in hazard communications or HAZWOPER.

OSHA FINDING – All employees were trained properly in both hazard communications (Hazcom) and HAZWOPER. 

No OSHA citation issued. 



OSHA case closed.
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        CB&I HEALTH AND SAFETY UPDATE

2014 Site-Wide Grading OSHA Incident Reports

Total CB&I Work-Hours 2014: 28,960

OSHA Lost Work-Day Injuries:  0

OSHA Recordable Injuries: 0

OSHA First Aid Cases:  1



Staffing

Total CB&I project staff: 47

Health Safety and Environment (HSE) Manager

2 HSE Technicians



Training

40HR Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) Class

Site Specific Orientation for all new & returning  employees (e.g., Health and Safety Plan, Hazcom, substance abuse policy)
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0 lost time incidents / 0 recordable injuries / 1 first aid (reviewed incident with employees, repairs malfunctioning equipment and made improvements in process for using Hotzie)



OSHA inspection resulted in  0 citations / penalties  (will speak in more detail later in presentation)



2 Fulltime safety techs & myself on site (both employees were on staff last year and are familiar with operations) 



Conducting another 40hr HAZWOPER class for all new employees (as well as all the site specific training required)



Conducting orientation for all staff returning and new (refresher for returning staff / new orientation – will review current HASP including site contaminates/monitoring/various CB&I safety rules and regulations/decon procedures etc., HAZCOM/MSDS, general working procedures)



CB&I Safety and Management conducted a required 90 day review of project health and safety requirements and issues in December and will continue to conduct these each quarter the project is operating  (updates have been made accordingly in regards to the start of any new activities – sampling to conducted  negative assessment / obtained additional sampling equipment for additional activities, updates to the HASP and to prepare for new and returning employees to site)
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OSHA INVESTIGATION/RESULTS - KW

Reported Complaint #1 – Employees working on a hazardous waste site while being exposed to chemicals such as phosphine, elemental phosphorous, heavy metals and radionuclides. Employees may not be wearing appropriate personal protective equipment such as respirators.

OSHA Findings:

Phosphine monitoring and procedures adequate.  	

Personnel monitoring showed metals below OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits  (non-detect).

Personnel monitoring showed phosphorous pentoxide non-detect. 

Accepted prior on-site monitoring for radionuclides as adequate to negate the need for additional worker monitoring.

No OSHA citations.
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OSHA INVESTIGATION/RESULTS - KW

Reported Complaint #2 – Employees working on a hazardous waste site while not being properly trained in hazard communications or HAZWOPER.

OSHA Findings:

Based in site inspection, interviews and documentation provided, confirmed that training in both hazard communications and HAZWOPER meets OSHA standards.

No OSHA citations.



OSHA case closed.
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KW OSHA Safety Program Statistics

KW has worked at FMC site since 2001 plant closure.



Logged over 650,000 work hours on-site without an OSHA lost work-day injury.



180,000 work hours and over 8 years since last OSHA recordable injury (12/29/06).



During 2014, KW completed over 21,000 work hours.

OSHA Lost Work-Day Injuries: 0

OSHA Recordable Injuries: 0

OSHA First Aid Cases: 0
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KW Safety Program Highlights

Daily Safety Meetings



Monthly Site-Wide Safety Meetings



Project-Specific Safety Meetings



Job Planning Safety Analysis (JPSA) Program



Task-Specific Training



Stop Work Authority – Any on-site worker has the authority to stop work if there is an unsafe act or condition.
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KW Worker Site Safety

Key site personnel skilled in the safe handling of phosphorus were retained by KW following plant shutdown.

 

Developed procedures for the safe handling and  decontamination of phosphorus-contaminated materials, equipment, piping and vessels.  



KW employees have completed OSHA’s required 40-hour HAZWOPER and 8-hour annual refresher training. 



KW employees have training in Phosphorus Safety Standards, Confined Space, Hazardous Work Permits, RCRA Contingency Plan.



KW performs all work in compliance with applicable site safety rules, regulations and emergency response plan procedures.  
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Air issues
update

Greg Cunningham

Parsons
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Dust Control





Dust Control Practices

EPA-directed Goal at the FMC Pocatello Site During the Soil Remedy Construction is “No Visible Emissions” 



Dust Control Measures Are Taken Proactively To Suppress Potential Dust Sources



Dust Control Measures Are Immediately Increased In Frequency and/or Intensity to Suppress Dust Where Needed
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Dust Control Measures Performed via Water Truck Application.

Water application is a common and accepted construction practice to control and prevent dust emissions.



4 Water Trucks are in the field during grading activities

2 Water Towers are on-site for supplemental water storage

Additional Trucks will be used if necessary





Dust Control Water Use
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Prioritized Strategy



Prioritized Strategy for Dust Control Includes:

Application of Water 

Water Trucks

Stationary Sprays



Application of Tackifiers (to increase adhesion)



Localized Control 
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Air issues
update

Rob Hartman

MWH
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Air Monitoring





Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) -  
Ambient Air Monitoring

Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan



Three fixed real-time TSP air monitoring stations     (E-samplers)

ES-1 Northern property line (near front gate)

ES-2 Western Undeveloped Area (generally upwind)

ES-3 Fenceline between FMC and Simplot



Three “roamers” located at construction areas, two spares



Log 5-minute and 1-hour TSP averages
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Roaming Sampler
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TSP Air Monitoring

Real-time alarm if TSP exceeds 152 µg/m3 (trigger)



Trigger based on most conservative OSHA air limit for phosphorus



Then a safety factor of 10 was applied to the trigger level to ensure workers’ safety and further limit any potential exposure due to offsite migration of airborne contaminants



Data reported in real time on website – http://209.141.122.28/FMC%20Pocatello/index.html



Quarterly reports with data to EPA, Tribes, IDEQ
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Air Filter Sampling and Analysis



Particulate filters installed on all air samplers (3 fixed and 5 roamers)



Filters collected particulate from October 4 to November 11, 2014



Lab analyses for total particulate, cadmium, phosphorus, vanadium, fluoride and lead-210
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Air Filter Analytical Results 
(Values in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3))
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RADIONUCLIDE
MONITORING

Rob Hartman

MWH
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Gamma Radiation at FMC Plant Site

OSHA Standard:

1,250 mrem/quarter -- 5,000 mrem/year 

Monitoring required if potential exposure is 25% limit (312 mrem/quarter / 1,250 mrem/year)



Area Background Exposure

50-hour work week for 13 weeks = 9 mrem/quarter

50-hour work week for 52 weeks = 38 mrem/year



FMC Site Estimated Exposure (Unshielded):

50-hour work week for 13 weeks = 32 mrem/quarter

50-hour work week for 52 weeks = 130 mrem/year
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Personal Radiation Monitoring 
at FMC Plant Site

During SRI in 2007, 10 workers monitored for gamma using radiation badges for ~6 months



Workers averaged 50 hours/week in unshielded conditions in areas with ore and slag at the surface 

Actual total gamma dose was < 10 mrem/quarter for all 10 workers 

Personnel in vehicles / heavy equipment would have lower dose due to shielding (50 to 90% lower than unshielded exposure)
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OSHA Radiation Limits and Estimated/Actual Dose Measured at FMC Site
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Air issues
update

Marcella Wallace

CB&I

45

Personal Monitoring





Radiological Monitoring 

CB&I Radiological Department Reviewed and Approved Prior Study

OSHA Determined That No Additional Monitoring Is Warranted



Personal Monitoring Continuing (real-time)

Total Dust Monitoring In Operator Cabs

Phosphine Monitors 

OSHA Determined That Current Personal Monitoring Is Appropriate



Industrial Hygiene (IH) Monitoring  

Explanation

2014 CB&I Sampling

  UPDATE ON AIR QUALITY ISSUES
   — PERSONAL MONITORING
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Slides 3 & 4 to be used with Personal Monitoring Update (after OSHA Investigations presentation by KW)





Radiological Monitoring is not being conducted  (not conducted due to the findings in previous studies, their review by our radiological department, as well as, OSHA who all found the radiological levels to be below risk to our employees; therefore monitoring is not necessary)



Monitoring will continue in 3 ways 

Data Rams for total dust in cabs of equipment  (real time total dust monitors checking the breathing area inside the operators cabs on each type of equipment – this will continue as periodic sampling; the same as last year)

Ph3 monitors worn by employees performing initial cuts on the slag pile (phosphine meters checking for phosphine gas exposure; the same as last year)

Industrial Hygiene Monitoring at the start-up of new tasks (personal pumps that are placed on workers and monitored over an 8hr period to determine if there is any exposure to the known contaminants of concern)



IH Monitoring yielded no levels of contamination found.  (The IH sampling we conducted on each type of equipment operator, and ground personnel resulted in <0.050milligrams for respirable dust and non-detect for Crystalline Silica for all samples, total dust ranged from <0.017 to <0.024 milligrams /cubic meters.  All other contaminants [arsenic, cadmium, lead, nickel, phosphorous] were all well below the PEL. Concluding that all current controls and monitoring practices were acceptable and our employees were not at risk.)  OSHA Sampling will be discussed in the inspection results section, however their results were non-detect for all metal sampled.
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    UPDATE ON PERSONAL MONITORING
                   — 2014 SAMPLING RESULTS (mg/m3)
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Radiological Monitoring is not being conducted  (not conducted due to the findings in previous studies, their review by our radiological department, as well as, OSHA who all found the radiological levels to be below risk to our employees; therefore monitoring is not necessary)



Monitoring will continue in 3 ways 

Data Rams for total dust in cabs of equipment  (real time total dust monitors checking the breathing area inside the operators cabs on each type of equipment – this will continue as periodic sampling; the same as last year)

Ph3 monitors worn by employees performing initial cuts on the slag pile (phosphine meters checking for phosphine gas exposure; the same as last year)

Industrial Hygiene Monitoring at the start-up of new tasks (personal pumps that are placed on workers and monitored over an 8hr period to determine if there is any exposure to the known contaminants of concern)



IH Monitoring yielded no levels of contamination found.  (The IH sampling we conducted on each type of equipment operator, and ground personnel resulted in <0.050milligrams for respirable dust and non-detect for Crystalline Silica for all samples, total dust ranged from <0.017 to <0.024 milligrams /cubic meters.  All other contaminants [arsenic, cadmium, lead, nickel, phosphorous] were all well below the PEL. Concluding that all current controls and monitoring practices were acceptable and our employees were not at risk.)  OSHA Sampling will be discussed in the inspection results section, however their results were non-detect for all metal sampled.



47



Undocumented
subgrade conditions

Mark Smith

KW
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(USCs)





Protocol for Managing Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs)

USC - Isolated Encounters of Phosphorus-Impacted Material During Site Wide Grading



Response Protocol – Emergency Response Plan (ERP):

All USCs Managed by KW Response Team

Contractor staff contact On-site Incident Commander

Work immediately suspended in the area of USC

Secure Area 

Work from upwind or cross wind position if phosphorus pentoxide is visible

Cover the USC with wet sand/soil

Flag off USC area

Complete “Job Planning Safety Analysis”

Determine Extent of and Relocate USC
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Slides 6 & 7 to be used in USC update section
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Update on USC Material Handled

Total volume of soil and slag material moved: 1,200,000 cubic yards



Total USCs to date: 87



Total Volume: 420 cubic yards of USCs

Less than 0.04% of total material moved



USCs currently relocated to EPA-Approved locations on FMC property
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COMMENTS
QUESTIONS
CLARIFICATIONS
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Thank you!
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The filter-based data were not used to drive dust prevention/suppression decisions on site.  Rather,
 the filter-based data were acquired to test assumptions, made based upon soil chemistry at the site,
 about anticipated concentrations of Cadmium, Phosphorus, Vanadium, Fluoride, and Lead-210.  In
 short, the filter-based data were collected to confirm or alter the threshold TSP-levels derived in the
 DCAMP.  The February 13, 2015 report documents the concentrations of contaminants found, and
 its findings suggest the TSP trigger-levels derived in the DCAMP are more protective than had been
 anticipated.
 
Correlation Between Phosphorous and Total Suspended Particle Concentrations
 
Beth directed you to Slide 38 of FMC’s air monitoring presentation which describes how the real-
time alarm trigger level of 152 ug/m3 total suspended particulates (TSP) is based upon the OSHA air
 limit for Phosphorous (100 ug/m3) with a safety factor of 10.  The safety factor of 10, which when
 applied yields a Phosphorous concentration of 10 ug/m3,  is to ensure worker safety and further
 limit any potential exposure due to offsite migration of airborne contaminants.
 
You responded by asking:  “What is the correlation between 10 ug/m3 phosphorous and 152 ug/m3
 TSP?  I have been asking this question for months and months and months; asking for the
 calculations that were used to determine the percentage – (the fraction) – of COCs, including
 phosphorous, in the TSP measurement.  I have been told for months and months and months that
 EPA would supply this  calculation to me – by Jonathan Williams’, by Kevin Rochlin.  It seems an easy
 matter and these calculations would be readily available – since it’s the basis for the WHOLE air
 monitoring scheme (i.e. the reason to NOT do qualitative and quantitative monitoring) – but no one
 seems to be able to provide this information.  Does anyone in EPA understand it – because I don’t? 
 Perhaps you or someone on your staff could take the time to explain it to me?  And how can EPA
 support the use of from 20 year old data collected from off-site monitors during a different plant
 operational status for the basis of not monitoring.”
 
The methods for correlating chemical concentrations with measured TSP values are described in the
 FMC DCAMP Section 3.2. The concentrations of COCs in slag and other material onsite are well
 understood, having been analyzed previously as described in the RI documents for the site. Dust
 from these materials generated during onsite grading operations would be expected to have the
 same COCs and relative concentrations.
 
With respect to phosphorus, the maximum concentration of phosphorus in the ore materials is
 65,900 mg/kg or 6.59%.  In order to have an air concentration of 100 ug/m3, you would need to
 have an air concentration of 1517 ug/m3 of the maximum concentration in TSP based on that
 percentage, and, have that air concentration equally distributed in the breathing zone.  Recognizing
 that the OSHA-based trigger level is appropriate for worker exposure, a safety factor of 10 was
 applied to that number to have an adjusted trigger level of 152 ug/m3.  Section 3.2 of the FMC OU
 Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan details the discussion with respect to the calculation of the
 particulate trigger levels.  The calculations are based on the Soil and Waste Material Analyses
 contained in Table 3.5 on page 3-10 of the DCAMP.  These results were used to determine the
 potential fraction of COCs that could be present in airborne dust resulting from the disturbance of
 soil, ore, and slag materials. Details with respect to the determination of particulate trigger levels



 are outlined in Section 3.2.5 through 3.2.7.  It’s important to note that these trigger calculations are
 based on the maximum concentrations of the COCs in the soil, ore, and slag materials.
 
Following this method, 1520 ug/m3 TSP is expected to contain 100 ug/m3 of phosphorus which is
 the OSHA PEL for that COC. Phosphorus was chosen as the basis for the trigger because during the
 comparisons, it was determined to have the most restrictive concentrations. Recognizing that the
 OSHA-based trigger level is intended for worker exposure, an additional factor of 10 conservatism
 was included and the TSP trigger level was reduced to 152 ug/m3.
 
Tribal Air Monitors 10-12 Miles Away
 
Your e-mail points out that the Tribes FRM air monitors located approximately 10-12 miles away
 from FMC recorded maximums of 392.88 ug/m3 PM-10 and 18.62 ug/m3 PM-10 and 24 hour
 averages of 95.79 ug/m3 PM-10 and 7.74 ug/m3 PM-2.5 on March 28, 2015.
 
EPA does not dispute that those levels were recorded.  March 28, 2015 was a very windy day. 
 Sustained winds were about 40 miles per hour with gusts up to 58 mph recorded at the Pocatello
 airport.  Idaho DEQ monitors at Garrett and Gould streets in Pocatello showed hourly PM10
 readings over 300 micrograms per cubic meter and a 24-hour reading above 70.  According to DEQ,
 dust was being generated from many sources that day and was widespread throughout the area. 
 The Pocatello airport reported reduced visibility from blowing dust.
 
EPA’s onsite representative observed dust from adjoining fields blowing onto and across the site the
 afternoon of March 28.  Both upwind and downwind TSP monitor alarms were triggered.  In
 response, FMC contractors took an early lunch break to assess the situation.  When work
 commenced after lunch it was consolidated into four areas, three within the coarser-grained slag
 pile, with a water truck working each area.  These steps were consistent with the high-wind event
 protocol developed by FMC in October 2014.
 
Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan Implementation
 
Your e-mail described my statement that the FMC work is being performed under an approved dust
 control and air monitoring plan as a misnomer.  You also pointed out that the best plan in the world
 is ineffective if not implemented properly, stated that the FMC DCAMP is not being implemented,
 described the “goal of zero dust” as having been an absolute joke since work began, and referenced
 photographs in general as evidence. 
    
The FMC work is being conducted in accordance with an EPA-approved Dust Control and Air
 Monitoring Plan (DCAMP).  Implementation of the DCAMP has been effective even though, as you
 point out, the goal of “no visible dust” from grading operations has not always been met. EPA onsite
 oversight contractors have reported that the remedial action construction contractors have been
 following the DCAMP.  EPA on-site contractor observations and the data collected under the
 DCAMP consistently suggest that dust prevention/suppression measures have been effective.  EPA
 and the Tribes concurrently receive daily reports from EPA’s on-site oversight contractor.  Likewise,
 EPA and the Tribes concurrently receive weekly air monitoring reports from FMC which summarize



 data collected from seven (four mobile and three fixed) TSP monitors.
 
EPA has received some slides sent by the Tribes which suggest isolated dust control problems. 
 However, the slides have not contained information about who took the photo, when, where, under
 what weather conditions, how long the apparent dust plume was generated, at what distance it
 dispersed, what actions were taken in response, etc.  Photos provided without contextual
 information are not helpful.   EPA has received photos taken from offsite where, based upon the
 distance and perspective, it’s difficult to assess the situation.  In those cases, if the time/date of the
 photo is provided then EPA compares that with its onsite inspector observations and the TSP
 monitoring data. 
 
The UAO grants the Tribes site access to accompany EPA’s onsite representatives.  The Tribes can
 use this ongoing opportunity to have one of their air quality inspectors accompany EPA, and make
 real-time suggestions for any improvements in dust prevention/suppression to the EPA on-site
 representative and/or Remedial Project Manager.  Environmental Waste Management Program
 (EWMP) Director Kelly Wright is the Tribal point of contact for coordination with EPA’s onsite
 representatives.
 
EPA Enforcement of DCAMP Provisions under the Unilateral Administrative Order
 
Your e-mail states that “…work should never be continuing unless the dust can be controlled.  This is
 a FARR violation besides – although when I requested EPA enforcement to do something I received
 no response.”
 
The DCAMP requires adequate dust prevention and suppression.  EPA would not allow work to
 continue if, in fact, dust generated from remedial action construction were uncontrolled.  The UAO
 provides EPA with ample authority to enforce provisions of the DCAMP and any other EPA-approved
 submittals.  As described earlier, observations from EPA onsite representatives, and data from the
 TSP monitors, suggest that the DCAMP is being implemented effectively.
 
Tribal representatives who have accompanied EPA’s onsite representatives have not provided either
 our oversight contractor or EPA’s Remedial Project Manager with any actionable information
 suggesting that the FARR has been violated.  If EPA is provided with reliable information which
 suggests the FARR is being violated we will follow up on that promptly. 
 
Air Quality Monitoring Approach
 
Your e-mail closes by stating:    “Frankly, both FMC and EPA have spent a lot more resources on
 arguing why a good filter-based air monitoring program is not necessary than they ever would have
 spent just implementing one; something I will never understand.  I look forward to EPA’s support of
 Tribal monitoring of the FMC activities.”
 
EPA believes that the rationale for using TSP as a surrogate for likely airborne COC levels, and using
 filter-based air quality data to test key assumptions, is adequately explained in the DCAMP, was well
 summarized at the FMC Safety Summit held in Pocatello March 10, 2015, and is further explained in



 this e-mail.  The presentation slides from the FMC Safety Summit are attached.
 
The Tribes Environmental Waste Management Program has applied for EPA cooperative agreement
 funds, under CERCLA, which includes a proposal for the Tribes to conduct air quality monitoring in
 support of UAO implementation.  EPA has partially awarded the amount requested conditioned
 upon EPA approval of a revised SAP/QAPP.  My understanding, based upon conversations with
 colleagues at EPA, is that the Tribes will be providing a revised SAP/QAPP, consistent with
 comments provided verbally last month, for us to review soon.
 
In summary, I trust this response to the e-mail reply you sent Beth Sheldrake is helpful.  Please feel
 free to contact me if you have questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 

From: Penny Weymiller [mailto:pweymiller@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 9:30 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; Stern, Allyn; Williams, Jonathan; cliffm@coopercm.com; Werntz, James;
 FHBC; Landuse; Arnold Appeney; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Albright, Rick; Virginia Monsisco; Bill
 Bacon; Gussie Lord; Allnutt, David; Wilson, Wenona; Kelly, Kate; Boyd, Andrew; Jill Grant; Woods,
 Jim; Cohen, Lori; Helm, Nancy
Subject: RE: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues and air monitoring QAPP
 
Beth,
 
Thanks you for the response, however I take issue with several of your statements:
 

1.       EPA does have significant quantitative air monitoring data related to FMC cleanup
 operations. 

This is monitoring for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) using non-FRM methods.  EPA quit using a
 TSP standard in air quality in 1987 and went to health-based PM-10 and PM-2.5 standards.  And
 data is just data; it’s how it’s used that matters.
 

2.      EPA and the Tribes also have been provided filter-based analytical data collected for
 cadmium, phosphorus, vanadium, fluoride, and lead-210 during the fall construction
 season.  These constituents were selected because they are the most prevalent and
 most likely to be of concern if they were components of dust.

One data point is not statistically significant; it certainly cannot be used to drive a decision. 



 Furthermore, what is happening at FMC on relatively calm fall days is not representative for spring
 in SE Idaho, with high winds and after an abnormally dry winter.
 

3.       The Tribes  FRM air monitors located approximately 10-12 miles away from FMC
 recorded maximums of 392.88 ug/m3 PM-10 and 18.62 ug/m3 PM-2.5 and 24 hour
 averages of 95.79 ug/m3 PM-10 and 7.74 ug/m3 PM-2.5 on March 28, 2015.

 
4.      Jonathan Williams’ statements that the FMC work is being performed under an

 approved dust control and monitoring plan is quite a misnomer.  The best plan in the
 world is ineffective if not implemented properly; the FMC DCAMP is not being
 implemented and the “goal of zero dust” has been an absolute joke since work began. 
 Just look at the photos.  Work should never be continuing unless the dust can be
 controlled.  This is a FARR violation besides – although when I requested EPA
 enforcement to do something I received no response.

 
5.      Slide 38 of FMC’s air monitoring presentation states:

 
                    Real-time alarm if TSP exceeds 152 μg/m3 (trigger)Trigger based on most conservative OSHA
 air limit for phosphorus
                    Then a safety factor of 10 was applied to the trigger level to ensure workers’ safety and
 further limit any potential exposure due to offsite migration of airborne contaminants
                     
The OSHA PEL for phosphorous if 0.1 mg/m3  (100 ug/m3).
Applying a safety factor of 10 would make this 0.01 mg/m3 or 10 ug/m3
The alarm triggers at 152 ug/m3 TSP
 
What is the correlation between 10 ug/m3 phosphorous and 152 ug/m3 TSP?  I have been asking
 this question for months and months and months; asking for the calculations that were used to
 determine the percentage – (the fraction) – of COCs, including phosphorous, in the TSP
 measurement.  I have been told for months and months and months that EPA would supply this
  calculation to me – by Jonathan Williams’, by Kevin Rochlin.  It seems an easy matter and these
 calculations would be readily available – since it’s the basis for the WHOLE air monitoring scheme
 (i.e. the reason to NOT do qualitative and quantitative monitoring) – but no one seems to be able to
 provide this information.  Does anyone in EPA understand it – because I don’t?  Perhaps you or
 someone on your staff could take the time to explain it to me?  And how can EPA support the use of
 from 20 year old data collected from off-site monitors during a different plant operational status for
 the basis of not monitoring.
 
Frankly, both FMC and EPA have spent a lot more resources on arguing why a good filter-based air
 monitoring program is not necessary than they ever would have spent just implementing one;
 something I will never understand.
 
I look forward to EPA’s support of Tribal monitoring of the FMC activities.
 
Penny



 
 
Penny Weymiller

Air Quality Program Manager

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, Idaho 83203

208-478-3853 Phone

208-478-4083 Fax

 

From: Sheldrake, Beth [mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 3:48 PM
To: Penny Weymiller
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; Stern, Allyn; Williams, Jonathan; cliffm@coopercm.com; Werntz, James; FHBC;
 Landuse; Arnold Appeney; Kelly Wright; Susan Hanson; Albright, Rick; Virginia Monsisco; Bill Bacon;
 Gussie Lord; Allnutt, David; Wilson, Wenona; Kelly, Kate; Boyd, Andrew; Jill Grant; Woods, Jim; Cohen,
 Lori; Helm, Nancy
Subject: RE: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues and air monitoring QAPP
 
Penny –
I understand that the Tribes have continuing concerns about air quality issues surrounding the FMC
 site.  EPA does have significant quantitative air monitoring data related to FMC cleanup operations. 
 Both EPA and the Tribes have direct access to real-time quantitative particulate data collected by 5
 on-site continuous air monitors.  EPA and the Tribes also have been provided filter-based analytical
 data collected for cadmium, phosphorus, vanadium, fluoride, and lead-210 during the fall
 construction season.  These constituents were selected because they are the most prevalent and
 most likely to be of concern if they were components of dust.  Finally, personal air monitors on
 workers that are part of the OSHA-compliant industrial hygiene program are regularly analyzed for
 arsenic, cadmium, lead, nickel, phosphorus, total dust, respirable dust, and quartz. 
 
This data is summarized in the attached Powerpoint FMC presented to you and others with the
 Shoshone-Bannock Tribes at the Safety Summit held on March 10, 2015.  Information related to air
 monitoring starts on slide #34.  As you can see, the constituents of concern analyzed in the filter-
based monitors were either not detected or detected at levels 100 to 2,500 times lower than the
 OSHA permissible exposure limit for on-site workers who would be at the highest risk of exposure to
 any airborne contaminants.  Filter based monitoring is continuing this season.  All personal air
 monitoring has been non-detect.  With respect to gamma radiation, significant data collected at the
 site over many years has documented no risk to workers from gamma radiation (less than 10
 mrem/quarter with an OSHA standard of 1,250 mrem/quarter). OSHA conducted an inspection in
 December 2014 and agreed with this analysis concurring no additional radiological monitoring for
 workers, who again are at highest risk, is warranted.
 
EPA has no information which would support Kelly Wright’s statements to the media indicating
 “metals and radiological constituents are leaving the site” or general statements made by the Tribes
 over the weekend that the health of residents living within 50 to 100 miles of the FMC site is in
 danger.  If the Tribes have such data, EPA, and the State of Idaho, would be very interested in seeing

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
mailto:cliffm@coopercm.com


 it.
 
I understand that the Tribes submitted a QAPP for independent air monitoring to EPA Region 10’s air

 program on March 4th.  Air program comments were provided on March 9th.  Because the data
 being collected is related to an ongoing Superfund cleanup action, the Superfund program is also
 reviewing the draft QAPP.  EPA hopes to have consolidated comments to the Tribes by early next
 week and I understand Jonathan Williams, Superfund project manager, is communicating directly
 with you and Kelly Wright regarding this matter. 
 
EPA is also currently processing a cooperative agreement under the Superfund program to
 financially support the Tribes’ request for additional independent air monitoring. We understand
 the Tribes’ desire to implement this monitoring program as quickly as possible and we will work
 with you to the best of our abilities to facilitate that.
 
Thank you for your concerns.  We know how important this project is to the Tribes.
 
Beth
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 

From: Penny Weymiller [mailto:pweymiller@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 6:48 AM
To: Boyd, Andrew; Jill Grant
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; albright.richard@epa.gov; Stern, Allyn; allnut.david@epa.gov; Williams,
 Jonathan; cliffm@coopercm.com; Werntz, James; FHBC; Landuse; Arnold Appeney; Kelly Wright;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Bill Bacon; Gussie Lord; Sheldrake, Beth
Subject: RE: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues
 
My issue is, and has always been, that FMC and EPA have no absolutely idea, qualitatively and
 quantitatively, the hazardous constituents that are being mobilized along with the dust because of
 the bogus monitoring plan and the refusal, up to this point, to supply any real support (beyond lip
 service) to the Tribes doing their own monitoring to determine this.  In addition, we are a
 nonattainment area for PM-10 under the CAA and you are doing non-FRM sampling for TSP only; a
 fact that has been conveniently ignored..
 
Penny Weymiller

Air Quality Program Manager

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, Idaho 83203

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
mailto:pweymiller@sbtribes.com
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208-478-3853 Phone

208-478-4083 Fax

 

From: Boyd, Andrew [mailto:Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 5:21 PM
To: Jill Grant
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; albright.richard@epa.gov; Stern, Allyn; allnut.david@epa.gov; Williams, Jonathan;
 cliffm@coopercm.com; Werntz, James; FHBC; Landuse; Arnold Appeney; Kelly Wright; Susan Hanson;
 Virginia Monsisco; Penny Weymiller; Bill Bacon; Gussie Lord; Sheldrake, Beth
Subject: RE: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues
 
Jill
 
Following up on your email below and our phone conversation.  I had agreed to get back to you on
 the issues you identified in your email. 
 
I’ve talked to our program office and they have confirmed that there were high wind conditions in
 the area of the FMC site on March 28.  Dust was blowing in and across the area from the south and
 west directions.  In response FMC ceased work for a while and then consolidated work in areas of
 coarser material and employed additional water trucks to control dust.  FMC acted in accord with
 the approved Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP). 
 
Some additional key points and information provided by the EPA project office regarding dust
 control during remedial action construction, and this particular event:
 

·       A windstorm began in the Pocatello, ID area on Saturday (March 28) morning and continued
 into the evening.

·       FMC contractor CBI initially responded to the windstorm by taking an early lunch break, at
 noon on Saturday, instead of 12:30 pm as scheduled.

·       EPA’s contractor and others on-site witnessed a cloud of dust coming from upwind of the
 site and blowing across it during the lunch break.  The air monitor alarms were sounding,
 including the fixed E-2 sampler located at the western (upwind) edge of the site.

·       When work resumed about 12:40 pm operations were consolidated into four areas, there
 was a water truck assigned to each of the four work areas, and work was conducted more
 slowly than usual.  Three of the four work areas were located within the relatively coarse-
grained slag pile.

·       This high-wind event response of consolidating work into areas of coarser-grained material,
 working more slowly, and having water trucks in each work area, was consistent with the
 additional procedures FMC developed and implemented last field season in accordance with
 the DCAMP in response to EPA observations during a high-wind event.
 

FMC acknowledged in October 2014 that under very high wind events construction might have to
 halt entirely.  EPA will engage FMC and the Tribes with regard to what conditions might lead to a
 complete temporary work suspension.  In addition, if the Tribes have recommendations for other
 controls that need to be employed during high wind events the Tribes should provide those to
 Jonathon, Williams, the EPA Project Manager. 

mailto:Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov
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On the access issue, FMC is required by the EPA Unilateral Administrative Order to provide the
 Tribes with access to the site when accompanied by EPA.  There has been some confusion on this on
 the part of FMC’s guards.  The guards have on at least one occasion required Tribal representatives
 to sign their visitor/access forms when the Tribes are at the site to accompany EPA.   I have raised
 this issue with FMC counsel and been assured that FMC will make clear to the guards that they are
 not to require Tribal representatives to sign the forms when accompanying EPA.  EPA does
 recognize that additional oversight staff are needed and will be increasing its onsite oversight from
 40 to 60 hours/week beginning April 1, 2015. 
 
EPA’s oversight contractor will continue to provide the Tribes with daily reports at the same time
 they are provided to EPA Project Manager.  The daily reports will continue to include information
 about anticipated activity for the following day.  The Tribes continue to be welcome to accompany
 EPA’s onsite representative during field oversight of remedial action work.
 
To the extent Tribal representatives have identified issues with the work being performed, the Tribe
 should not hesitate to bring those matters to the attention of EPA.  Those matters are best
 addressed directly to Jonathon Williams, the EPA Project Manager, but can also be raised with EPA
 onsite contractors.
 
If you have questions or would like to discuss these matters further, please don’t hesitate to give me
 a call at 206-553-1222.
 
Andy
 
Andrew Boyd
U.S. EPA, Region 10
Tel: (206) 553-1222
boyd.andrew@epa.gov
SENSITIVE COMMUNICATION INTENDED ONLY
FOR USE OF RECEPIENTS NAMED ABOVE
 
From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 8:45 AM
To: Shirley, Joan
Cc: McLerran, Dennis; albright.richard@epa.gov; Stern, Allyn; allnut.david@epa.gov; Williams,
 Jonathan; cliffm@coopercm.com; Werntz, James; FHBC; Landuse (Landuse@sbtribes.com); Arnold
 Appeney (aappeney@sbtribes.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Virginia
 Monsisco (vmonsisco@sbtribes.com); Penny Weymiller; Bill Bacon (bbacon@sbtribes.com); Gussie
 Lord
Subject: FMC OU - Dust control and access issues
Importance: High
 
Good morning Joan,
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Over the past few days, two issues of significant concern have arisen regarding the FMC OU,
 and the Tribes urgently need EPA to address them. 
 
First, dust from the site was kicked up by windy conditions and was seen spreading throughout
 the valley.  The crushing of slag and spreading of slag across the site has contributed to the
 dust problem.  As you know, the slag dust contains radioactivity, making the health threat all
 the more severe (the threat is not just from particulate matter, but from radioactive particulate
 matter), for everyone in the area.   
 
The Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP) contains a zero emission goal, which
 clearly is not being met.  (See Section 2.1 of the October 2014 version of the DCAMP, which
 is the latest version I have.)  The Tribes contacted Jonathan Williams, Cliff Merrill, and
 others at EPA and sent several photos of the conditions in the area, but to my knowledge have
 not yet received any response.  (If you would like me to email you copies of the photos,
 please let me know.)  EPA needs to enforce the requirements of the DCAMP immediately.  
 
Second, the Tribes’ access to the FMC OU has been severely limited, which in turn limits the
 oversight that the Tribes can provide of the activities proceeding at the site.  Not only is FMC
 requiring Tribal representatives to sign an access form containing inappropriate statements
 (e.g. stating the person is just a visitor, that the person’s observations carry no weight, etc.),
 but also FMC has limited the times it will escort Tribal representative onto the site to just two
 hours in the morning and two hours in the afternoon.  Since there is only one EPA contractor
 (Cliff Merrill) performing oversight, and he cannot be at the site full-time due to his other
 duties, that means there are many hours when FMC is proceeding without any oversight. 
 Tribal representatives have identified issues with the work being performed, such as with the
 placement of air quality monitors, even during the limited access they have had, making this
 concern all the more serious.
 
Please let me know as soon as possible how EPA will address these concerns.
 
Jill 
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this communication and any attachments are attorney-
client privileged and confidential and intended for use only by the individual or entity named
 above as the intended recipient.  If you are not the intended recipient, reading, distributing, or
 copying this communication is prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error,
 please immediately notify the sender at jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email and any
 attachments.  Thank you.
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